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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Remarks 

1. This Office Action is in response to applicant's remarks dated December 8, 2005 in 
response to PTO Office Action dated September 9, 2005. 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-17 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been 
withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view 
of US 5,949,439 to Ben-Yoseph et al., US 2002/0194509 Ai to Plante et al. and US 6,549,961 Bi 
to Kloth. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Claim 8 limitations recite 
"...wherein said first threshold value is identical to said second threshold value"; and this is not 
described in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 5,949,439 

to Ben-Yoseph et al. in view of US 2002/0194509 Ai to Plante et al. 

a. Regarding claim 1, Ben-Yoseph et al. discloses a multimedia processor 106 
(graphics process of the instant claim) interfacing to a host processor 102 (central 
processing unit of the instant claims) in a multimedia computer system 100 to supply 
functionality including digital video encoding, decoding and playback acceleration (col. 
3, lines 10-55). Further, the host processor 102 and multimedia processor 106 operate in 
concert to balance the execution load between the host processor 102 and the 
multimedia processor 106. Generally, all possible instruction execution is directed to the 
multimedia processor 106, freeing he host processor 102 from extensive computations. 
However, if the multimedia processor 106 gets overloaded, the resource manager 308 
shifts graphics operations to the DIB engine driver on the host processor 102, reducing 
the load during such operations (col. 7, lines 20-35). However, Ben-Yoseph et al. does 
not disclose detection of a utilization rate of said central processing unit (host 
computer 102) and allocation of said graphics data to either central processing unit or 
said transformation/lighting engine of said graphics processor according to said 
utilization rate of said central processing unit. Plante et al. discloses calculating CPU 
utilization when the CPU has no other executable tasks to perform and then depending 
on the CPU utilization, the CPU performance level is increased, decreased, or remains 
the same (paragraph 5: ...In one aspect of the invention, CPU utilization is calculated 
when the CPU has no other executable tasks to perform. Then, depending on the CPU 
utilization, the CPU performance is increased, decreased, or remains the same...). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify the resource manager of Ben-Yoseph with the feature 
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"monitoring CPU utilization rate and based on utilization rate, engaging CPU to modify 
its performance ,, as taught by Plante et al. because this would increase system 
performance. 

b. Regarding claim 2, Ben-Yoseph et al. discloses two-dimensional graphics 
operations include solid fill, pattern fill, color expansion, polygon draw operations and 
the like (col. 6, lines 1-17) and the multimedia processor 106 operates under control of a 
real-time multitasking kernel (col. 3, lines 40-42). 

c. Regarding claim 3, Ben-Yoseph et al. does not disclose step of detecting said 
utilization rate of said central processing unit is performed by periodically sampling 
command flows of said central processing unit. Plante et al. discloses CPU utilization 
monitor 320 is configured to calculate utilization statistics and send the statistics to CPU 

* 

throttler 313; queries the operating system for user time and kernel time; uses 
combination of tallying, querying to determine idleness and utilization (paragraph 43, 44 
and 45). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time invention was made to modify the device as taught by Ben-Yoseph et al. with the 
feature "tallying and querying to determine idleness and utilization" as taught by Plante 
et al. because it provides for CPU to be made available to engage in graphics data 
processing as well thus improving system performance. 

d. Regarding claim 4, Ben-Yoseph et al. does not disclose allocation of said 
graphics data to said transformation/lighting engine of said graphics processor when 
said utilization rate of said central processing unit is equal to greater than a threshold 
value; and allocating said graphics data to said central processing unit when said 
utilization rate of said central processing unit is less than said threshold value. Plante et 
al. discloses calculating utilization and comparing it with a threshold and setting a flag 
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(promotion flag); and if utilization is less than a threshold, another flag being set 
(demotion flag) (paragraph 66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time invention was made to modify the device as taught by 
Ben-Yoseph et al. with the feature "allocation of graphics data to graphics processor or 
central processing unit based on a threshold" as taught by Plante et al. because it 
improves system performance. 

e. Regarding claim 5, Ben-Yoseph et al. discloses multimedia processor 106 
interfaces to a host processor 102 in a multimedia computer system 100 (col. 3, 
lines 10-20). 

f. Regarding claim 6, it is similar in scope to claim 4 above and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

g. Regarding claim 7, it is similar in scope to claim 2 above and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

h. Regarding claim 8, Ben-Yoseph et al. does not disclose wherein said first 
threshold value is identical to said second threshold value. Plante et al. discloses 
wherein at block 705, promotion/demotion calculations are performed to determine 
whether the CPU performance level should increase, decrease, or stay the same; if 
utilization exceeds a threshold, promotion flag is set; if less than a threshold, demotion 
flag is set (paragraph 66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at time invention was made modify the device as taught by Ben-Yoseph et 
al. with the feature "CPU performance tuned to the utilization threshold" as taught by 
Plante et al. because this prevents CPU performance level going in oscillation i.e.; avoid 
hystersis (paragraph 89). 
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i. Regarding claim 9, it is similar in scope to claim 3 above and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

j. Regarding claim 10, it is similar in scope to claim 5 above and is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

k. Regarding claim 11, it is similar in scope to claim 1 limitations above; and a path 
selection unit (resource manager 308) shifts graphics operations (col. 7, lines 20-35); 
and is rejected under the same rationale. 

1. Regarding claim 12, it is similar in scope to claim 3 above and is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

m. Regarding claim 13, it is similar in scope to claim 4 above and is rejected under 
the same rational. 

n. Regarding claim 17, it is similar in scope to claim 7 above and is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

7. Claims 14, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
5,949,439 to Ben-Yoseph et al. in view of US 2002/0194509 Ai to Plante et al. as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of US 6,549,961 Bi to Kloth. 

a. Regarding claims 14 and 15, Ben-Joseph-Plante combination is silent about 
path selection unit being incorporated in a north bridge chip; being implemented by 
hardware. Kloth discloses a crossbar switch which routes access requests from 
processors 22 to requested resources 28 and that crossbar switch 80 may be built into 
bridge 24 or may be a stand alone component of multiprocessor system 20 
(...Multiprocessor system 20 may include crossbar switch 80 to route access requests 
from processors 22 to requested resources 28. ..col. 4, lines 34-44). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to person of ordinary skill in the art at the time invention was made to 
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modify the device as taught by Ben-Joseph-Plante combination with the feature "cross 
bar switch functioning as a path selection unit implemented in bridge chip" as taught by 
Kloth (col. 4, lines 34-44) because it provides an integrated and reliable solution for 
system level design. 

b. Regarding claim 16, Ben-Joseph provides for resource manager 308 similar to 
the path selection unit per instant claim limitation being implemented in a multiple-level 
software architecture 300 executing in the host processor 102 (col. 6, lines 53-62). 
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Conclusion 



8. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Dalip K. Singh whose telephone number is (571) 272-7792. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Friday (io:ooAM-6: 30PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ulka Chauhan, can be reached at (571) 272-7782. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see h ttp : / /pai r-direct . uspto. go v . Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, please contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
Please note that the new Central Official FAX number for application specific communications 
with the USPTO is 571-273-8300 (effective July 15, 2005). 

Dalip K. Singh 
Examiner, Art Unit 2671 
dks 



March 6, 2006 




ULKA CHAUHAN 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



